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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to applicant's response filed on 10/03/08. Clainns 1, 8- 
14 are now pending in the present application. This action is made final. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S. C. 112: 

The specification slnall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
malting and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person sl<illed in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1, 8, 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. 

As to claim 1 , the claim recites the limitation of "wherein no portion of at least one 
of the non-intersecting antenna patterns with sufficient signal strength to enable location 
of said mobile units overlaps a portion of another of the non- intersecting antenna 
patterns with sufficient signal strength to enable location of said mobile units", this 
limitation is never described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled 
in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or 
use the invention. 

Here, the claim is merely amended to overcome the prior art based on the 
speculation of drawings and never described in the specification in such a way as to 
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enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly 
connected, to make and/or use the invention. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 8, 11-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Hassett et al (US 5,406,275). 

Regarding claim 1, Hassett teaches a wireless network wherein mobile units are 
provided with radios for transmitting and receiving data communications messages 
between said mobile units and fixed access points (see Fig. 1 wherein the "vehicle 
transceiver" would on the claimed "mobile unit", the stationary transceiver 18-22" would 
read on the claimed "fixed access points"), and wherein said mobile units are located 
using signal strength for radio communications between said mobile units and said 
access points (see col. 4, lines 16-20 and col. 7, lines 9-17), the improvement wherein at 
least some of said access points are provided with antennas having antenna patterns 
with selected pattern shapes including horizontally offset non-intersecting directional 
antenna patterns for enhancing location of said mobile units (see Figs. 1-2 and col. 4, 
lines 46-51). 
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Here, sine tlie toll booth plaza in Hassett would obviously comprise a LAN, it is 
clear that the wireless network in Hassett would be applicable to a wireless LAN and 
would work equally well. Therefore, the claimed limitations are made obvious by 
Hassett, noting that the "local area network" recitation has not been given patentable 
weight because it has been held that a preamble is denied the effect of a limitation 
where the claim is drawn to a structure and the portion of the claim following the 
preamble is a self-contained description of the structure not depending for 
completeness upon the introductory clause. Kropa v. Robie, 88 USPQ 478 (CCPA 
1951). 

Further, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Hassett for designing antenna patterns such that no 
portion of at least one of the non-intersecting antenna patterns with sufficient signal 
strength to enable location of said mobile units overlaps a portion of another of the non- 
intersecting antenna patterns with sufficient signal strength to enable location of said 
mobile units as claimed, for further improving the performance of the system by 
minimizing interferences as much as possible. 

Regarding claim 8, Hassett would teach said horizontally offset directional beams 
are horizontally offset in position as claimed (see Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 11, Hassett would teach said antennas locating at selected 
heights for achieving selected pattern shapes as claimed (see Fig. 1). 
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Regarding claim 12, Hassett would teach an axis of each of directional antenna 
patterns are arranged in parallel relation to each other as claimed (see Fig. 1). 

Regarding claim 13, Hassett would teach a first group of antenna patterns (i.e, a 
group of odd numbered antennas) radiate between a second group of antenna patterns 
(i.e, a group of even numbered antennas) as claimed (see Fig. 1). 

5. Claims 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Hassett in view of Robinson (US 6,700,493). 

Regarding claim 9, Hassett would teach all the claimed limitations, see claim 8 
above, except for some of antennas are mounted near the peripheral of a facility. 
However, it is noted that since Hassett suggested that the method can be applied for 
tracking packages (see col. 9, lines 45-46). Therefore, it would have been obvious that 
for tracking packages inside a facility in the similar way as disclosed by Robinson (see 
Fig. 7 and col. 7, lines 40-60), some of the antennas in Hassett would obviously be 
mounted near the peripheral of a facility as claimed, for optimizing the coverage area of 
a directional antenna beam in an indoor facility having rectangular shapes. 

Regarding claim 10, the claim is rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 9 above. In addition, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Hassett for providing said horizontally offset 
directional beams in a horizontally offset in position to correspond to aisles in a facility 
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as claimed, for optimizing the coverage area of the directional antenna beam with the 
rectangular shape of the aisle. 

6. Claims 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by 
Hassett in view of Chaco et al (US 5,455,851 ). 

Regarding claim 9, Hassett would teach all the claimed limitations, see claim 8 

above, except for some of antennas are mounted near the peripheral of a facility. 
However, it is noted that since Hassett suggested that the method can be applied for 
tracking packages (see col. 9, lines 45-46). Therefore, it would have been obvious that 
for tracking objects inside a facility in the similar way as disclosed by Chaco (see Fig. 
1), some of the antennas in Hassett would obviously be mounted near the peripheral of 
a facility as claimed, for optimizing the coverage area of a directional antenna beam in 
an indoor facility. Also note for a LAN and the horizontally offset non-intersecting 
directional antenna patterns apparently illustrated by dotted lines in Fig. 1 of Chaco. 

Regarding claim 10, the claim is rejected for the same reason as set forth in 
claim 9 above. In addition, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Hassett for providing said horizontally offset 
directional beams in a horizontally offset in position to correspond to aisles in a facility 
as claimed, for optimizing the coverage area of the directional antenna beam with the 
rectangular shape of the aisle. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
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7. Claim 14 is allowed. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 10/3/08 have been fully considered but they are not 

persuasive. 

In the Remark, Applicant contends that 

Claim 1 has been amended. Claim 14 has been allowed. Claims 2-7 have been cancelled. Thus, claims 1 
and 8-14 are pending in the present application. No new matter has been added. 

Claims 1, 8, and 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, 1f1, as failing to comply with the enablement 
requirement. Applicant has amended claim 1 to recite that there is no overlap between those portions of 
antenna patterns that have insufficient signal strength to enable mobile unit location. Thus, at most, the 
claim permits overlap for portions of antenna signals that are of such trivial strength as to be useless for 
accomplishing the goal of the claimed invention. This amendment thus addresses the physics-based 
concern of the Examiner without departing from the central point of the prior amendment, which is that 
with respect to those portions of the antenna patterns that are sufficiently strong for enabling the location 
of the mobile units, there is no overlap. Accordingly, withdrawal of this rejection is requested. 

In response, the examiner asserts that claim 1 is merely amended to overcome 
the prior art and was never described in the specification in such a way as to enable 
one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and/or use the invention. The amendment is just merely based on speculation of 
the drawings, i.e. Fig. 2 of the specification and Figs. 1-2 of Hassett. However, since 
the specification fails to describe the claimed limitation, the 1 12 first paragraph rejection 
is proper . 



Applicant further contends 

Claims 1, 8, and 11-13 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 5,406,275 to Hassett et al. ("Hassett"). The Examiner agrees, at least implicitly, that Hassett does not 
teach the non-overlapping antenna patterns of the claim. The Examiner nevertheless regards this as an 
obvious difference, since one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that non-overlapping 
patterns "improv[e] the performance of the system by minimizing interference as much as possible." 
Office Action at page 4. The Examiner is not clear as to what type of interference would be obviated were 
Hassett to be modified to avoid pattern overlaps, but Hassett already avoids or at least minimizes 
interference by assigning each lane antenna its own code, and by employing phase shift keying and 
manchester encoding. Thus, interference appears to have been handled already by Hassett, and so the 
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proposed modification of non-overlapping antenna patterns would appear to have little appeal to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. Moreover, incorporating non-overlapping patterns in the Hassett system would 
actually be detrimental to the accomplishment of its purpose. The purpose of the Hassett system is to 
locate vehicles equipped with mobile transceivers using a set of antennas disposed in the toll lanes of a 
highway. A vehicle cannot be assured to always be traveling in the center of the lane where the antenna 
pattern is at its strongest; sometimes a vehicle will skirt the edge of the lane. The edge of the lane is 
where the Examiner proposes that the antenna patterns of neighboring lanes avoid overlapping each 
other, in contradiction to the clear overlap shown in Figure 1. Were the Hassett system modified to have 
no coverage over its lane edges, many cars would avoid detection and thus frustrate the central purpose 
of the Hassett system. Therefore, since one of ordainry skill in the art would find unworkable the proposal 
of having the lane antennas transmit non-overlapping fields, withdrawal of this rejection is requested. 

In response, it is believed that the clainned invention would obviously comprise 
each antenna own code in order to identify its antenna source for location detection. 
Further, the overlapping of antenna beams would obviously cause interferences. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the invention 
was made to modify Hassett for designing antenna patterns such that no portion of at 
least one of the non-intersecting antenna patterns with sufficient signal strength to 
enable location of said mobile units overlaps a portion of another of the non- 
intersecting antenna patterns with sufficient signal strength to enable location of said 
mobile units as claimed, for further improving the performance of the system by 
minimizing interferences as much as possible. 

Just for the sakes of arguments, note also that Fig. 1 shows overlapping of 
canopies, not antenna side lodes. Further, even though Fig. 1 shows overlapping of 
side lobes, these side lobes would not provide sufficient signal strength to enable 
location of vehicles. Therefore, when a vehicle enter the antenna coverage beam that is 
inside the antenna beam but outside or beyond the coverage area of its canopy, this 
would read on the claimed limitation "no portion of at least one of the non-intersecting 
antenna patterns with sufficient signal strength to enable location of said mobile units 
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overlaps a portion of anotlier of tine non- intersecting antenna patterns with sufficient 
signal strength to enable location of said mobile units" as claimed. 

For foregoing reasons, the examiner believes that the pending claims (1 , 8-13) are 

not allowable over the cited prior art. 

Conclusion 

8. Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washington, D.C. 20231 

or faxed to: 

(571 ) 273-8300 (for formal communications intended for entry) 

(571 )-273-7893 (for informal or draft communications). 

Hand-delivered responses should be brought to Customer Service Window, 
Randolph Building, 401 Dulany Street, Alexandria, VA 22314. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Due M. Nguyen whose telephone number is (571) 272-7893, 
Monday-Thursday (9:00 AM - 5:00 PM). 

Or to Nay Muang (Supervisor) whose telephone number is (571 ) 272-7882. 

/Due M. Nguyen/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2618 

Mar 23, 2009 



